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is 110 disclosuro ol' other stcrilani concentration levels, nor is niciition of a differenl stcrilaiit 
oonccnlrallou level anywhere else within ihe apparatus. The F.xaminer contends that "range" ol" 
the present invention (i.e., from 33% to 0) re;\ds on Kclbrick ct al. (see Item 6.)- The instant 
claiius, as aniendctl. refer to ratios of conccnlrntion levels in concentration zones, not to ranges, 
'flic iirescnt invention has, inter alia, four distinct concentration /ones that have al the same time, 
conccnlrulion levels in each zone of 3 ppm, .1-.5 ppm, .1 ppm, and 1,000 ppm, respectively, 
'i hcre is nothing disclosed in Kelbrick ct al. that shows a dilTerencc in stcrilant concentration 
level from one zone to another. Thus, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

I'lirlhcr, Kclbrick et al. does not disclose, or suggest, 7?7af/«^(7w/n^sterilant concentration 
levels ol' miy sort in a sLerilanl concentration zone. Kelbrick ct al. teaches using a slerilant to 
disinfect a tilling cabinet. The Examiner admits (see Item 7) that the diflcrcnt conccniration 
levels of stcribut are created in Kelbrick ct al. via the difference in stcrilant at the nozzle vs. the 
iimoiint of stcrilant at the objected to be stcrili/ed. This arrangement in Kclbrick et al. could not 
possibly provide for an apparatus, such as the present invention, whereby sterilant concentration 
zones are nuwitained \\\ slerilant concentration levels ratios of at least 5 to 1. The Examiner 
luvlhcr slates in item 6 whereby the conccjUration level of stcrilant is initially at 33% and then 
'''L'venfiinlly" is diluted to 0. Thus, the concentration levels of Kelbrick el al, arc entirely 
evHuescont antl constantly changing over tinw. This is a clear indication that Kclbrick et al. is a 
Icaehina away from the present invention's ability to maintain stcrilant concentration levels at 
specific ratios. TUc present invention is a completely different invention. Accordingly, 
Applicant submits that independent claims 1,3,17, 33, and 38 arc allowable and the 
iiforemenlioncd rejections should be withdrawn. 
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CUiiniis 16 and 32 are icjcctccl under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impaLentablc over 
Kclldick ct al. in viuw of Pclho tri al. Claims 23-26, 28, 30-31 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelbrick ct al. Claims 3, 5-16 and 35 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) an being uiipatcnlable over Kelbrick et al, in view of Pctho el al. as applied to 
claims I -2 and 33 above, and further in view of Hosliino. Neither Pclho ct al. nor Iloshino cither 
iilonc, or in combination, rectify the glaring deficiency of Kelbrick et al as stated above. Thu.s, 
those I03(ci) rejections should also be withdrawn. 

As presented in the arguments above, Applicant asserLs that independent claim I is 
allowable, 1'Iius, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2 and 39 which arc dependent on 1 
i.s allowable. Applicant asserls that independent claim 3 is allowable. Thus. Applicant 
respoctt\illy subniiLs that claims 5-1 6 (hat arc dependent on claim 3 arc allowable. Applicant 
a.sscrts that independent claim 33 is allowable. Tlius, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 
3.S-37 that arc dependent on claim 33 are allowable. Applicant iisserts thai independent claim 38 
is allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

In summary, ba.sed on the preceding arguments. Applicant rcspectAilly believes that all 
independent claims and dependent claims meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and 
Ihereforc request favorable action. If the Examiner believes that anything further would be 
helpful to place the application in belter condition for allowance, Applicant invites the Hxaminer 
lo contact Applicant's representative at the telephone number listed below. 
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